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INTRODUCTIOM 

Seminar *68 was an interschool summer seminar designed to give 
high school students of varying racial and cultural backgrounds the 
cpporttmity to meet each other and learn about the patterns which 
constitute prejudice. The seminar was conducted on the University 
of Wiscansin-miwaukee campus from June 1? through Jxily 31> 1968^ 
a period of approximately six weeks. The program was funded under 
ESEA-Title I. Seminar participants were students from the Milwaukee 
Public Schools and certain suburban districts. All students were 
to begin their senior years during September, 1968. Participants 
belonged to varied racial, economic, social, and religious groups. 

The program was orginally planned for 300 participants. How- 
ever, due to late approval of the program, information was not made 
available to potential participants until shortly before the regis- 
tration deadline. Forty-nine students completed the program. 

Instructional staff members included five teachers from the 
Milwaukee Public Schools and one teacher from a suburban school 
district. The biraclal staff included one woman member from the 
city schools. 



OBJECTIVES 

The stated objectives of Seminar *68 included the following: 

1. To have pupils understand key concepts neces- 
sary for an improvement of intergroup relations 
by: 

a. investigating the physical and historical 
relationships of people to the American 
scene; 
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b. examining the system of beliefs, feelings, 
and actions that constitute group pre- 
judice; 

c. analyzing the patterns of discrimination 
by which minorities are held in subordi- 
nate status; 

do creating an awareness of the range of re- 
actions of minorities to discriminationo 

2o To present the contradiction between the Merican 
Creed and the present status of minorities* 

3* To take some first step toward change by means of 
cultural exchange experiences in Seminar *68. 



CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS 

Staff members asked participants to have their parents cooqplete an 
information sheet during the first week of the seminar. Forms were 
conqplete aroitymously. Tables 1-7 indicate tabulated results for 
selected responses on the information sheet* 



Table 1 
FAMILY STATUS 
N = 47 



Status 


Frequency 


Pet* 


Living with both parents 


27 


57.4 


Father deceased, mother remarried 


4 


e*5 


Pai’ents divorced, no remarriage 


5 


10*6 


Parents divorced, mother only remarried 


3 


6*4 


Parents divorced, both parents remarried 


3 


6*4 


Parents separated 


5 


10*6 


All other combinations 


0 


0*0 



As may be seen from Table 1 most participants for idiom information 
was coo^leted were living with both natural parents* 




Tabl« 2 

PARENTS < RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE 



Religion 


Mother N « U 


Father 


N = A1 


Frequency 


Pet. 


jj'requency 


Pet* 


Catholic 


21 


47.7 


22 


53.7 


Protestant 


19 


43.2 


15 


36*6 


Jewish 


3 


6.8 


3 


7.3 


Other 


1 


2.3 


0 


0*0 


None 


0 


0.0 


1 


2*4 



Table 2 indicates that the religious baclcgroand of Seminar *68 
students was most often Catholic^ foUoiired hgr membership in some 

Protestant denomination* 

/ * 



Table 3 

PARENTS* RACIAL BACKGROUND 



r — ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ 


Mother F 


= 42 


Father N = 42 


Race 


Frequency 


Pet* 


Frequency 


Pet. 


Uhite 


31 


73.8 


29 


69.0 


Black 


9 


21.4 


11 


26.2 


Other 


2 


4.8 


2 


4.8 1 



The racial composition of the group is illustrated hy Table 3. 
Participants were predominantly white* 
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Table 4 

LAST GRADE OP PARENTS* EDUCATION 





Mother 


N = lA 


Father N 




Last grade 


Frequency 


Pci;. 


Freouencv 


Pet. 


Less than high school 
graduate 


13 


29.5 


13 


33.3 


High school graduate 


22 


50.0 


14 


35.9 


Some college 


6 


13.6 


3 


7.7 


College graduate 


0 


0.0 


3 


7.7 


College post graduate 


3 


6.8 


6 


15.4 



Host of the groups* parents completed high school; however, more did 
not conplete high school than attended college. 



Table 5 

YEARI,Y FAMILY INC0I4E AFTER TAXES 
N = 42 



Income 


Frequency 


Pot. 


Leas than $2,000 


0 


0.0 


$2,000 - $3,999 


6 


14.3 


$4,000 - $5,999 


9 


21.4 


$6,000 - $7,999 


8 


19.0 


$8,000 - $9,999 


9 


21.4 


$10,000 - $14,999 


7. 


16.7 


$15,000 - $19,999 


2 


4.8 


$20,000 or more 


1 

j: 


2.4 



Approximately 62^ of the participants* families had yearly in- 
comes between $4,000 and $9>999 after taxes are deducted. 
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Table 6 

NUMBER OF ROOMS IN HOUSE 
N = 46 



Number (Rooms) 


Frequency 


Pet. 


Five or less 


14 


30.4 


Six or Seven 


18 


39.1 


Eight or Nine 


4 


S.7 


Ten or Eleven 


6 


13.0 


Twelve or more 


4 


S.7 



Table 6 includes another indication of the economic situation of 
the participants. A large majority, approximately 70^, lived in 
homes of seven or less rooms. 

Table 7 

FBEQUENCI OF PARENTS* GOING OUT 
WITHOUT CHILDREN (PER MONTH) 

K “ 46 



Number of Occasions 


Frequency 


Pet. 


Less than once 


17 


37.0 


One or two 


12 


26.1 


Throe or four 


5 


10.9 


Five to nine 


4 


S.7 


Ten or more 

/ . 


a 


17.4 



Nearly tuo-thirds of the parents Indicated that they went out idth- 
out their children two or fewer times per month. Ac may be noted by 
looking at the other extreme end of the scale, wide diversity is 
exhibited in this measure. 

ERIC 
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Tables 1-7 are not meant to exhaust the entire range of relevant 
variables* They irnre chosen from the information sheet since they 
were among the most complete answers to questions irtiich are of 
interest in describing the various backgrounds* These tables are 
purely descriptive in nature* They indicate the diversity in the 
backgrounds of the participants* 

EVALUATION 

The evaluation of Seminar *68 consisted of three basic parts. 
Students gave a self-evaluation of the amount uhich they felt that 
they had learned about eight key content areas* Student attitude 
changes were measured by means of an instrument known as a semantic 
differential* Staff members indicated their feelings cohceming 
the effect of various activities on the objectives of Seminar *68. 

A multitude of different comparisons may be made from the large 
amount of data collected* Con^risons detailed in this report are 
those tdiich look at changes from the beginning of tho program^ with 
emphasis on the results of the followup administration* 

Certain limitations are inherent to this evaluation^ particularly 
in the section concerning measures of student attitudes* Since no 
control group existed^ no causative link may be drawn between any 
changes in expressed attitudes and participation in Sra^nar *68* 

The effect of outside influences may be largely responsible for the 
changes* Holder ^ the data are of interest since they provide a 
description of the attitudes of 49 high school students toward 
various groups of people with whom' they may^ or may not^ have had 
personal contact* 
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Although th« studtnts wtrt instruettd t« rtply t« Mch item 

V ^ * » ' ' ' ’ ' ' 1 

separmttly, tho possibility of a **hala afftcf* is tht marking of 

1 . r , 

items must remain. A generally goad ar bad pereeptian may hava 
unduly influanced the marking af responses where it was in^ossible 
far tha studant to differentiate the specific item from the total 
concept. In addition, even though tha studant was instructad to 
indicata his attitude toward only one group af paapla at a time, 
it is imlikely that no relative ean^)arisaas took place iii his mind. 
Far those reasons, results should not be intarpreted as absalutas; 
but as relative cen^arisans. 

As Shawn in Tables l-7» seminar students had varied backgrounds, 
which includad mast af the different groups af paapla listed on tha 
instrument used to measure student attitudes. No inferencas should 
be made, however, concerning the personal affect af those raprasan- 
tativas an the changes in ratings far their group. Also, tha ratings 
far groups af paapla are only expressed attitudes and feelings; the 
results are net necessarily actual charactistics, only a subjective 
rating. 

Students* self-evaluatien 

Students were asked to evaluate haw much they fait they had 
learned about eight selected areas during the immediately preceding 
week. The farm was daveleped by the Department af Educational Re- 
search and Program Assessment in cansultatian with tha seminar staff. 
A copy af tha fam is included in Appendix A. No evaluation was made 
during tha third weak which was shartanad duo te tha July 4 holiday. 
Tharafara, tha evaluation fanns campletad during week four required 
tha evaluation af a two week period. In addition to those five 
sequential evaluations during Seminar *68, a followup farm was sent 
to all participants who completed the program appreximataly two and 
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months after its eleee. This fellemip included exactly 
the same items > but asked the participants to reflect on the en- 
tire program. 

A complete tabulation of the students* responses to uhat they 
felt they had learned is given in Appendix A. Table 8 includes a 
summary of the results of the students* evaluations. 
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Table 8 

MEANS OF STUDENT SELF-EVAUJATT.ONS 
OF AMOUNT LEARNED BY WEEKS 



Item 


Week 1 


Week 2 


Week 4 


Week 5 


Week 6 


Followup 


!• Mental attitudes 
of dominant and 
minority groups to 
each other in the bast* 


2*3 


2*5 


3.0 


2*7(L) 


2*7 


2.9(L) 


2* Mental attitudes 
of dominant and 
minority groups to 
each other today* 


2*8 


2*8 


3.3 


3.4 


3.2 


3.6 


3* Social relationships 
among dominant and 
minority groups dn 
the oast* 


2*2(L) 


2*4 


2*8(L) 


2*8 


2*4(L) 


3.0 


4* Social relationships 
among dominant and 
minority groups 
today* 


2*9 


2*9 


3.1 


3.3 


3.1 


3.7(H) 


5* Beliefs, feelings, 
and actions which 
make up group pre- 
judices 


2*7 


2*3(L) 


3.0 


3.5(H) 


3.4(H) 


3.6 


6* The variety of reac- 
tions of minorities 
to discrimination 


2*4 


2*5 


2.9 


3.3 


3.0 


3.5 


7* Differences between 
what most people 
say and what. they 
actually do* 


2*7 


2*7 . 


3.0 


3.3 


3.4(H) 


3.6 


8* Ify own beliefs 
or attitudes 


3.0(H) 


3.0(H) 


3.4(H) 


3.4 


3.3 


3.6 



* 1 = Nothing; 2 = Only a little; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = Very much 
H * Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 













As will be noted from Table B, the lowest ratings in each of the 
eight categories occurred during the first two weeks* The students* 
impressions of how much they were learning raised after the first 
two weeks of the seminar* In fact^ the student responses two and 
one-half months following the close of Seminar *68^ which represent 
the total effect^ were higher in each category than at any other 
time* It therefore appears that Seminar *68 was a learning activity 
which generated momentum as it progressed and that students continued 
to feel the worth of participation several weeks afterward* A 
sin^e cause for caution appears in this interpretation; only slightly 
more than two-thirds of the participants returned the October followup. 

Followup self-evaluations created two clusters of categories* 
Students indicated that they had learned least about the two 
categories^ mental attitudes and social relationships^ which dealt 
with the past* All other categories were clustered together with 
higher ratings* 

Student attitude measures 

Student attitudes were measured through the use of an instrument 
called a semantic differential* A semantic differential instrument 
measures the psychological meaning of attitudes toward certain 
concepts* The concept measured for Seminar *68 participants was 
their perception of certain types of people* Th^ indicated their 
feelings toward the ten following types of people: white^ blacky 
yellow^ red^ Jewish^ Catholic^ Protestant^ non-religious^ poor, 
and wealthy* 



Students reported their feelings toward each of these groups of 
people by responding to bipolar adjective pairs. Ten such pairs were 
used for each group. The adjective pairs were chosen by the Depart- 
ment of Educational Research and Program Assessment it^ consultation 
with the Seminar '68 staff. Pairs were chosen with regard to their 
apparent relevance > or face validity > to the concept of feelings 
about groups of people. Emphasis was placed upon choosing adjective 
pairs ^ich were meaningful to the student. The ten pairs were 
friendiy-unfriendly^ good-bad > intelligent-^mintelligent> strong- 
weak^ fast-slow^ large-small> superior-inferior^ hard working- 
lazy« tolerant-intolerant > and helpful-unhelpful. All groups of 
people were rated on these same ten dimensions. Appendix B con- 
tains a copy of the instrument. 

Responses were quantified on a 1-7 scale. Sm a ll values on the 
rating scale represent the member of the adjective pair ifdilch would 
be considered to have either a negative connotation or a lesser amount 
of the indicated attribute. Examples of the '".^.tter are speed and 
size as indicated by fast-slow and large-small^ respectively, 

A rating of 4*0 indicates the neutral point on each scsie, 

A large majority of the ratings were greater than this neutral 
position, Beacuse of this majority^ the text in this section will 
identify^ vith regard to a low rating^ only those scales with a 
rating below the neutral point for a given group of people. 

Seminar '68 students responded to this semantic differential 
during the firsts fourth^ and last weeks of the six week session. 

This instxument was also administered by mail during the mail 
followup during October, Appendix B contains complete tabulations 
of the results of the four administrations. 
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Blftck people* A 8 usimAr 7 of the results of the measurenent of attitudes 
toviard black people Is given in Table 9« 



Table 9 

CHANGES IN ATTITUDES TOWARD 
BLACK PEOPLE BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER 
SEMINAR *68 



Adjective 

Pair 


Week 1 


We( 


Bk 4 


Wee 


)k 6 


Followup 


Mean 


Mean 


Change 
from 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
trook 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
fjrom 
Jeek 1 


Friendly- 

Unfriendly 

Good— Bad 

Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 

Strong-Weak 

Fast-Slow 

Large-Small 

Superior^ 

Inferior 

Hard working- 
lazy 

Tolerant- 

Intolerant 

HelpfUl- 

Unhelpful 


5.1(H) 

4.8 

4.4 

5.1(H) 

4.8 

4.2 

3.9(1.) 

4.7 

4.3 

4.9 


5.2(H) 

4.6 

4.4 

4.8' 

4.4 

4.3 

4.0(L) 

4.3 

4.6 

4.8 


+0*2 

-0*2 

0*0 

-0*3 

-0*4 

+0*1 

+0*1 

-0*4 

+0*3 

—0*1 


4.9(H) 

4*6 

4*6 

4.8 

4*6 

4.3 

4.KL) 

4*6 

4*6 

4.8 


-0*2 

-0*2 

•K)*2 

-0*3 

-0*2 

+0*1 

+0*2 

-0*1 

+0*3 

-0*1 


4.8(H) 

4.5 

4*6 

4.7 

4 

4.4 
4.3 

t 

4.0(I.)I 

4.5 

4.6 
4.5 


-0*3 

-0*3 

+0*2 

-0*4 

-0*4 

+0*1 

+0*1 

-0*2 

+0*3 

■0*4 


XJonax>8lte 


4.6 


4.6 


0*0 


4.6 


0*0 


4.5 


-0*1" 



H = Highest rating for week 
L == Lowest rating for vreek 

As indicated in Table 9» the students* perceptions of black 
people was marked most positive on the friendly-Hinfiriendly scale 

and least positive on the superloivinferlor scale in the final 

1 

administration* All but one of the attitudes toward black 
people were rated on the positive end of the scale* 



o 
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Superior-inferior was rated at the neutral position* 

Four of the scales showed positive gains Trm the first week 
to the mail administration* 

White people * . Table 10 contains a summary of the attitude measures 
concerning white people* 

Table 10 

CHANGES IN ATTITUDES TOWARD 
WHITE PEOPLE BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER 
SEMINAR *6d 



Adjective 


Week 1 


Week 


4 


Week 6 


FollOWUD 


pair 


Mean 


Mean 


Change 
from 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
trom 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
from. 
Week 1 


Friendly- 

Unfriendly 


4.4 


4.3 


-0*1 


4.5 


+0*1 


4.3 


-0*1 


Good-Bad 


4.5 


4.3 


-0*2 


4.4 


-0*1 


4.3 


—0*2 


Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 


4.3(H) 


4.9(H) 


40*1 


4.7(H) 


-0*1 


4 . 9 (H) 


40*1 


Strong-Weak 


4.2 


3.9 


—0*3 


4.3 


40*1 


4.1 


-0*1 


Fast-Slow 


4.6 


4.3 


-0*3 


4.3 


-0*3 


4.4 


-0*2 


Large-Small 


4.3 


4.4 


+0*1 


4.1 


-0*2 


4.1 


-0*2 

* 


Superior-Inferior 


4.4 


4.3 


40*2 


4.3 


-0*1 


4*2 


—0*2 


Hard working- 
Lasy 


4.5 


4.2 


-0*3 


4.3 


-0*2 


4.6 


40*1 


Tolerant- 

Intolerant 


3.8(L) 


3.7(L) 


-0*1 


3.6(L) 


-0*2 


3.7(L) 


-0*1 


Helpful- 

Unhelpful 


4.1 


3.9 


-0*2 


4.0 


-0*1 


4.0 


-0*1 


Composite 


4.4 


4.3 


-0*1 


4.3 


-0*1 


4.3 


-0*1 




Highest rating for week 
Lowest rating for week 

i 
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Measures of students' perceptions yielded the highest rating for 
white people on the Intelligent-unintelUgent scale. Lowest rating 
was on the tolerant-intolerant scale. These catetorles were consis- 
tent during all four responses; both were relatively far removed 
from clustering with any other scales. 

Eight of the ten categories showed losses in ratings from the 
initial marking to the followup. Hard working-lazy and intelligent- 
unintelligent showed slight positive gaihs. 

Eight of the categories were placed on the positive side of 
the scale; helpful-unhelpful was at the neutral position and 
tolerant-jntolerant was placed on the negative side. 

Yellow people . Student perceptions of yellow people are given in 
Table 11. 

Ratings for yellow people changed very little. Many students 
indicated a lack of experience with these people and uniformly 
marked the neutral portion of the scale. This may account for the 
stability of results. 

All mean ratings were above the neutral point except for large- 
small which was the lowest of any group for that pair. This pair 
indicated that students considered the small size of yellow people 
to be a distinguishing characteristic. 



ERIC 
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Table 11 

CHANGES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD 
YELLOW PEOPLE BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER 
SEMINAR *68 





Week 1 


Week 4 


Week 6 


FoUowud 


Adjective 

Pair 


Mean 


f 

Mean 


Change 
from 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
from 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
from 
Week 1 


Friendly- 

Unfriendly 


4.7 


4.8 


+0.1 


4.3 


+0.1 


4.7 


0.0 


Good-Bad 


4.8(H) 


4.8 


0.0 


4.7 


-0.1 


4.5 


-0.3 


Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 


4.8(H) 


4.9 


+0.1 


4.5 


—0.3 


4.8 


0.0 


Strong-Weak 


4.3 


4.4 


*K).l 


4.1 


^.2 


4.2 


-0.1 


Fast-Slow 


4.1 


4.2 


+0.1 


4.0 


-0.1 


4.2 


-0.1 


Large-v..mall 


3.4(L) 


3.5(L) 


+0.1 


3.7(L) 


+0.3 


3.5(L) 


+0.1 


Superior- 

Inferior 


4.2 


4.2 


0.0 


4.1 


-0.1 


4.1 


-0.1 


Hard Working- 
La^ 


4.8(H) 


5.0(H) 


+0.2 


4.9(H) 


+0.1 


4.9(H) 


+0.1 


Tolerant- 

Intolerant 


4.5 


4.5 


0.0 


4.5 


0.0 


4.6 


+0.1 


Helpfol- 

UnhelpfUl 


4.6 


4.6 


0.0 


4.7 


+0.1 


4.7 


+0.1 


Con^iosite 


4.4 


4.5 


+0.1 


4.4 


0.0 


4.4 


0.0 






H = Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 



Red people. Many ratings of red people wre sijnilar to those of 
yellow people; a statement of unfandliarity with the group and un- 
iform neutral ratings* Table 12 lists the results* 



Table 12 

CHANGES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD 
RED PEOPLE BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER 
SEMINAR *68 





Week 1 


Week 4 


Week 6 


Followup 


' Adjective 
Pair 


Mean 


Mean 


Changes 
From 
Week 1 


Mean 


Changes 
From 
Week 1 


Mean 


Changes 
From 
Week 1 


Friendly- 
. Unfriendly 


4.6 


4.6 


0.0 


4.7 


+0.1 


4.5 


! 

-0.1 


Good-Bad 


4.6 


4.7(H) 


+0.1 


4.7 


+0.1 


4.4 


-0.2 


Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 


4.4 


4.6 


+0.2 


4.7 


40.3 


4.4 


0.0 


Strong-Weak 


4.7 


4.6 


—0*1 


4.6 


-0.1 


4.5 


-0.2 


Fast-Slow 


4.5 


4.3 


-0.2 


4.7 


+0.2 


4.3 


-0.2 


Large-Small 


4.1(1.) 


4.1 


0.0 


4.0(L) 


-0.1 


4.0(L) 


—0.1 


Superior- 

Infenor 


4.KL) 


4.0(L) 


—0.1 


4.1 


0*0 


4.1 


0.0 


Hard working- 
Lazy 


4.3(H) 


4.6 


-0*2 


1 

4.8(H) 


0.0 


4.7(H) 


-0*1 


Tolerant- 

Intolerant 


4.4 


4.6 


+0*2 


4*6 


+0.2 


4.5 


+0*1 


Helpful- 

Unhelpful 


4.4 


6.4 


0.0 


4*4 


0.0 


4.3 


-0*1 


Composite 


4.4 


4.4 


0*0 


4.5 


+0.1 \ 


4.4 


0.0 



H = Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 
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As may be seen from Table 12, seven of ten characteristics showed 
a slight decrease in rating from the beginning of the seminar to the 
middle of October. However^ this decrease was so slight that it 
was not reflected in the conqposite mean. All fineG. ratings were at 
the neutral point or above. 

Jewish people. Table 13 summarizes the responses of seminar participants 
to the adjective pairs concerning Jewish people. 



Table 13 

CHANGES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD 
JEWISH PEOPLE BEFORE^ DURING^ AND AFTER 
SEMINAR ’60 . . 





Week 1 




Week 4 


Week 6 


Followup 


Adjective 

Pair 


Mean 




Mean 


-Change 
From 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Friendly- 

Unfriendly 


4.2 




4.4 


•♦0.2 


4.4 


•♦0.2 


4.3 


1 

; 

•♦0.1 


Good-Bad 


4.2 




4.4 


•fO.2 


4.5 


•♦0.3 


4.5 


40.3 


Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 


5.0(H) 




5.3(H) 


•H).3 


4.9 


-0.1 


5.1(H) 


40.1 


Strong-Weak 


4.1 




4.3 


•♦0.2 


4.0(L) 


-0.1 


4.0(L) 


-0.1 


Fast-Slow 


4.0 




4.4 


•♦0.3 


4.0(L) 


0.0 


4.1 


40.1 


Large-Small 


4.0 




4.3 


•♦0.3 


4.0(L) 


0.0 


4.1 


40.1 


Superior- 

Inferior 


4.1 




4.2(L) 


•to.i 


4.2 


•♦0.1 


4.2 


40.1 


Hard worklng- 
Lazy 


4.7 




5.1 


•♦0.4 


5.0(H) 


•♦0.3 


5.1(H) 


40.4 


Tolerant- 

Intolerant 


4.1 




4.5 


•K).4 


4.3 


•♦0.2 


4.2 


40.1 


Helpful- 

Unhelpful 


3.9(L) 




4.6 


•K).7 


4.2 


•♦0.3 


4.0(L) 


40.1 


Composite 


4.2 




U.6 


•♦0.4 


4.4 


•♦0.2 


4.4 


+0.2 1 



H - Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 
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Jewish people received especially high ratings on the intelligent* 
Tinintelligent and hard working-lazy scales* Much less consistency in 
ratings was found for Jewish people than for other groups* A relatively 
large positive gain in mean ratings took place between weeks one and 
four* The following administrations were lower than week four^ but 
higher than week one* Overall positive gains in ratings were in good- 
bad and hard working-la2sy coaq)ari3ons* 

Catholic people* Ratings on the adjective pairs for Catholic people are 
give in Table 14* 



Table 14 

CHANGES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD 
CATHOLIC PEOPLE BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER 

SEMINAR (68 





Week 1 




Week 4 




Week 6 


Followup 


Adjective 

Pair 


Mean 




Mean 


Change 
• From 
Week 1 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Friendly- 

Unfriendly 


4.9(H) 


i 


4.8(H) 


-0*1 




4.6 


—0*3 


4.6 


-0*3 


Good-Bad 


4.7 




4.6 


-0*1 




4.7(H) 


0.0 


4.3 


—0*4 


Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 


4.6 




4.8(H) 


+0*2 




4.7(H) 


+0*1 


4.6 


0*0 


Strong-Weak 


4.3 




4.4 


+0*1 




4.1(L) 


-0,2 


4.1 


-0*2 


Fast-Slow 


4.3 




4.4 


+0*1 




4.2 


—0*1 


4.2 


•^*1 


Large-Small 


4.1(L) 




4.2 


+0*1 




4.3 


+0*2 


4.1 


0*0 


Superior- 

Inferior 


4.4 




4.3 


^-0*1 




4.3 


-0*1 


4*4 


0*0 


Hard Working- 
Lazy 


4.7 




4.4 


-0*3 




4.6 


-0*1 


4.6 


-0.1 


Tolerant- 

Intolerant 


4.1(L) 




4.1(L) 


0*0 




4.1(L) 


0*0 


4.0(L) 


-04 


Helpful- 

Unhelpful 


4.7 




4.6 


-0*1 




4.6 


-0*1 


4.7(H) 


0.0 


Composite 


4.5 




4.5 


0*0 




4.4 


. -0*1 


4*4 


-6*1 • .j 




H = Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 
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As nay be seen in Table 14» ratings for Catholic people showed 
a slight overall decline. Six of the ten con^risons declined; 
none increased. Largest negative changes occurred on the friendly- 
unfriendly and good-bad scales. 

Protestant people. Table 1^ indicates the ratings which Seminar 
*68 participants gave to Protestant people. 



Table 15 

CHANGES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD 
PROTESTANT PEOPLE BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER 

SEMINAR *68 





Week 1 




Week 4 




Week 6 




Followup 


.Adjective 

Pair 


Mean 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Friendly- 

Unfriendly 


4.7(H) 




4.6(H) 


-0.1 




4.6 


-0.1 




4.5(H) 


-0*2 


Gc'yd-J3ad 


'4.4 




4.5 


-K).l 




4.5 


40.1 




4.5(H) 


40.1 


Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 


4.5 




4.5 


0.0 




4.6 


40.1 




4.4 


-0.1 


Strong-Weak 


4.2 




4.3 


40.1 




4.3 


40.1 




4.1 


-0.1 


Fast-Slow 


4.2 




4.1(L) 


-0.1 




4.p(L) 


-0.2 




4.1 


-0.1 


Large-Small 


4.1(L) 




4ol(L) 


0.0 




4.1 


0.0 




4.1 


0.0 


Superior- 

inferior 


4.2 




4s2 


0.0 




4.1 


-0.1 




4.0(L) 


-0.2 


Hard working- 
Lazy 


4.7(H) 




4.5 


-0.2 




4.7(H) 


0.0 




4.5(H) 


-^•2 


Tolerant- 

Intolerant 


4.3 




4.3 


0.0 




4.5 


40.2 




4.2 


-0.1 


Helpful- 

Unh<ulpfUl 


4.5 




4.4 


-0.1 




4.6 


40.1 




4.3 


-O.C 


Composite 


4.4 




4.4 


0.0 




4.4 


0.0 




4.3 


-0.1 



o 



H B Highest rating for week 
L B Lowest rating for week 
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The slight decrease in ratings of Protestant people shovn in Table 
15 is similar to that exhibited in Table 14 for Catholic people. Eight 
of ten dimensions shovred slight decreases in scores; one increased 
slightly and one -was xmchanged. 

Non-religions people. After giving their perceptions of the previous 
three religious groups > seminar students were asked to give their im- 
pressions of non-religious people. Results appear in Table 16. 



Table 16 

CHANGES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD 
NON-RELIGIOUS PEOPLE BEFORE^ DURING^ AND AFTER 

SEMINAR >68 





WaaV t 




Wa 


ak 4 




Week 6 




FoUowud 


Adjective 

Pair 


Mean 




Mean 


^hange 
From 
Week I 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Friendly- 

wnfriendly 


4.3 




4.8(H) 


+0.5 




4.5 


+0.2 




4.7(H) 


40.4 


Good-Bad 


4.0 




4.3 


+0.3 




4.3 


+0.3 




4.2 


+0.2 


InteHigent- 

Unintelligent 


4.4(H) 




4w6 


+0.2 




4.6(H) 


40.2 




4.6 


+0.2 


Strong-Weak 


3.S(L) 




4.1 


+0.3 




4.1 


+0.3 




3.8(L) 


0.0 


Fast-Slow 


3.S(L) 




4.2 


+0.4 




4.0(L) 


+0.2 




3.8(L) 


Q.O 


Large-Small 


3.9 




4.2 


+0.3 




4.1 


+0.2 




3.8(L) 


-0.1 


Superior- 

Inferior 


3.9 




3.8(L) 


-0.1 




4.0(L) 


-0.1 




3.9 


0.0 


Hard working- 
Lazy 


4.2 




4.4 


+0.2 




4.6(H) 


+0.4 




4.5 


+0.3 


Tolerant- 

Intolerant 


3.B(L) 




4.0 


+0.2 




4.2 


+0./. 




4.3 


40.5 


Helpful- 

Unhelpful 


4.1 




4.3 


+0.2 




4.4 


+0.3 




4.3 


+0.2 


Composite 


4.0 




4.3 


+0.3 




4.3 


+0.3 




4.2 


+0.2 





H » Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 






Six of the ten dimensions showed positive gains; only one showed 
a slight negative gain^ Four dimensions clustered at the bottom of 
the ratings. All four were slightly below the neutral point and 
were the pairs which showed no change or a slight loss in score. 

These pairs were strong-weak, fast-slow, large-small, and superior- 

inferior. 

Poor people. Perceptions of poor people are given in Table 17. 



Table 17 

CHANGES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD 

POOR PEOPLE BEFORE, DURING, AND AFTER 
SEMINAR <68 





Week 1 


Week L 


Week 6 




Foil 


owup 


Adjective 


Mean 


Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Friendly- 

Unfriendly 


5.1(H) 


4.9(H) 


-0.2 


4.9(H) 


-0.2 




4.9(H) 


-0.2 


Good-Bad 


4.8 


4.6 


0.0 


4.8 


0.0 




4.6 


-0.2 


Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 


3.8 


4.1 


+0.3 


3.8(L) 


0.0 




4.0(L) 


+0.2 


Strong-Weak 


4.3 


4.1 


-0.1 


4.3 


0.0 




4.5 


+0.2 


Fast-Slow 


4.1 


4.2 


+0.1 


4.0 


—0.1 




4.2 


+0.1 


Ii8u;>ge-Small 


4.1 


4.4 


+0.2 


4.3 


+0.1 




4.1 


-0.1 


Superior- 

Inferior 


3.6(1) 


3.9(L) 


-0.3 


3.9 


-0.3 




4.1 


+0.5 


Hard working- 
Lazy 


4.8 


4.6 


—0.2 


4.8 


0.0 




4.6 


0.0 


Tolerant- 

Intolerant 


4.6 


4.7 


+0.1 


4.9 


+0.3 




4.8 


+0.2 


Helpful- 

Unhelpful 


4.6 


4.7 


+0.1 


4.6 


0.0 




4.7 


+0.1 


Composite 




4.5 


+0.1 


4.4 


0.0 




4.5 


•H).l 



H = Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 
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Changes in perception were in the positive direction for six 
comparisions> slightly negative for three> and one was unchanged. 

Largest gain was in the superior-inferior comparison. 

Wealthy people. Seminar '68 participants also indicated their percep- 
tions of wealthy people. These results are shown in Table 18. 



Table 18 

CHANGES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD 
WEALTHY PEOPLE BEFORE, T'JRING, AND AFTER 

SEMINAR '68 



Adjective 

Pair 


WSek 1 




Week 4 


Wee 


ik 6 




Followup 


Mean 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 




Mean 


Change 
From 
Week 1 


Friendly- 

Unfriendly 

Good-Bad 

Intelligent- 

Unintelligent 

Strong-Weak 

Fast-Slow 

Large-rSmall 

Superior- 

Inferior 

Hard working- 
Lazy 

Tolerant- 

Intolerant 

Helpful- 

Unhelpful 


3.4 

4.0 

5.5(H) 

4.2 

4.1 

4.2 

4.7 

4.6 

3.3(L) 

3.5 




3.4(L) 

4.1 

5.2(H) 

3.9 

4.1 

3.8 

4.6 

4.3 

3.4(L) 

3.5 


0.0 

•K).l 

-0.3 

-0.3 

0.0 

—0.4 

-0.1 

-0.3 

40.1 

0.0 


3.9 

4.2 

5.2(H) 

4.2 

4.1 

4.2 

4.7 

4.3 
3.4(L) 

3.7 


40.5 

40.2 

-0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

-0.3 

40.1 

40.2 




3.8 

4.1 

4.9(H) 

3.8 

4.1 

4.2 

4.2 

4.6 
3.3(L) 

3.7 


40.4 

40.1 

—0.6 

-0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

-0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

40.2 


Composite 


4.2 




_4i0 


-0.2 


_A^2 


0.0 




AJ. 


-0.1 



H = Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 




Changes in attitudes toward wealthy people were more diverse 
than for other groups. Four adjective pairs showed no change. Three 
pairs showed increases and three showed decreases. 

• - ■ ■ 






The lai*gest increase was on the friendly-unfriendly scale* All the 
decreases were relatively large: intelligent-Tinintelligent, strong-weak, 

and superior-inferior* 

Four scales were rated below the neutral point* These were friendly- 
unfriendly, strong-weak, tolerant-intolerant, and helpful-unhelpful* 
Evaluation by staff 

The staff members of Seminar *68 completed evaluation forms at the 
end of the second, fourth, and sixth weeks* Appendix C contains a sample 
staff questionnaire* 

Activity evaluation. Staff members were asked to list activities which 
contributed to the accomplishment of the objectives of Seminar *68, 
activities which had no effect, and activities which had a negative 
effect* Table 19 indicates the responses given by the staff* Note 
that only those activities which contributed or had a nega+ive effect 
and were mentioned by more than one staff member are listed* Activities 
having no effect are emitted to increase clarity of the table* 

As indicated by Table 19 an overwhelming majority of activities were 
rated as having contributed to the accoo^lishment of the objectives of 
Seminar *68* Only four total instances of activities having negative 
effects were mentioned* In addition to the three listed in the table, 
one person mentioned the late arrival of books* 

Content . evaluation* The staff members also evaluated the amount which 
they thought the students had learned about the same eight key areas 
evaluated by the students* Table 20 gives the me^n ratings for each area* 
Staff members also rated the effectiveness of their group planning 
sessions* These ratings are given in Appendix C* 
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Table 19 

STAFF MEMBERS' RATINGS OF ACTIVITIES 
DURING SEMINAR *68 



f --- ■■ - 

Activity 


Number of Resoonses 


Positive 
Contribution 


Negative Tgffpefc 


1 

First Two Weeks (5 responses) 
Speakers: 

International Institute 


5 


0 


Migrant Qpp. Center 


3 


0 


Spanish Council 


2 


0 


Keynote 


^ 0 


2 


Field trips-—Hilwaukee Co. 


4 


0 


"Beyond the Melting Pot" readings 


2 


0 


Development of Seminar Creed 


2 


0 


Small group discussions 


2 


0 


Class presentation-^stratification and creed 


2 


0 


Middle Two Weeks (5 responses) 
Speakers: 

"Rich Man, Poor Man" 


3 


0 


All others 


5 


1 


Class presentation — "We and They" 


4 


0 


Readj^s and discussions 


3 


0 


Film—"Watts Riot" 


3 


0 


Recreational activities 


2 


0 


Last Two Weeks (6 responses) 
Films and filmstrips: 
l^h of Prejudice 


3 


0 


Man Child 


2 


0 


Family of Man 


2 


0 


Discussions: 

Religion in today's world 


4 


0 


Racial problems and inQ)lications 


3 


0 


Grocery store assignment 


2 


0 
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Table 20 

STAFF MEMBERS* OPINION 
OF AMOUNT LEARNED BY 
STUDENTS IN EIGHT SELECTED AREAS* 



Item 


First 
Two 
Weeks 
N = 5 


Middle 
Two 
Weeks 
N « 5 


Last 
Two 
Weeks 
N = 6 


1, Mental attitudes 
of dominant and 
minority groups to 
each other in the past* 


2.6 


2.8 


2.8(L) 


2* Mental attitudes 
of dominant and 
minority groups to 
each other today* 


2.6 


3.2 


3.5(H) 


3* Social relationships 
among dominant and 
minority groups in 
the oast* 


3.0(H) 


2.8 


3.0 


4* Social relationships 
smong dcmdnwt and 
minority groups 
today* 


2.6 


3.4(H; 


3.5(H) 


5* Beliefs 9 feelings » 
and actions which 
make up group pre- 
judices 


2.4 


3.0 


3.5(H) 


6* The variety of reac- 
tions of minorities 
to discrimination 


2.4 


3.0 


3.1 


7. Differences between 
what most people 
say and what they 
actually do* 


2.1(1.) 


2.6(L) 


3.5(H) 


8* Their own beliefs 
or attitudes 


2.5 


3.2 


1 3.2 



*1 * Nothing; 2 = Only a little; 3 = Quite a bit; 4 = Very much 
H * Highest rating for week 
L = Lowest rating for week 



o 
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Additional student evaluations. Participants were asked additional 
questions at the time of the followup mailing. Open-ended eomnients 
were requested. A sample list of these may be found in Appendix D. 
Appendix D also contains representative samples of the comments of- 
fered by participants. 

Two-thirds of the 33 respondents to the followup questionnaire 
answered *^No" to the questions, "Was Seminar *68 what you expected 
it to be?’- (11 marked "les”; 22 marked ”No‘')» An overwhelming ma- 

jority of the «No” answers stated that Seminar *68 was better than 
they ^ad expected. (1? marked ’’Better”; 2 marked ’’Worse”; and 2 
were undecided). All respondents stated that they would raccmmend 
the seminar to their friends. In fact, max^ c<»ments indicated 
that they already had given such a rec^mendation. 

Respondents were also asked to name the most valuable and 
least valuable experiences they had during Seminar *68. The three 
most often mentioned valuable experiences were: (Number of re- 

sponses in parentheses) 

1. The opportunity to meet others with varied 

backgrounds . ( 18 ) 

2. Lectures by guest speakers. (3) 

3* Atmosphere created by the teachers. (3) 

Thirteen of the respondents stated that it was impossible for 
them to designate a least valuable activity; they felt all activities 
were extremely valuable. However , of those activities mentioned in 
this category the following were mentioned by more than one person. 

1. Visit to International Institute. (2) 

2. Tour of Milwaukee and suburbs. (2) 

3. Inability of certain students to interact 
with others. (2) 
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SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATIONS 

Forty-nine students from Milwaukee and suburbs cosqpleted the 
Seminar *68 program* Through this seminar^ students who had just 
completed their junior year were given the opportunity to meet 
and interact with others having varied racial^ economic « social^ 
and religious backgrounds* Participants studied the patterns 
which make up group prejudice* 

Students* self-evaluation 

Students evaluated their own progress during each week of the 
seminar > except week three* The self ratings for the first two 
weeks were lower than for later periods* E7on in these early 
weeks^ 80^ of the ratings were at the midpoint of the scale or above* 
Later ratings were consistently higher* The final rating, approxi- 
mately two and one-half months after the close of the program, in- 
dicated that their mean retrospections nearly reached the highest 
possible point on the scale* Eight of the ten key areas of course 
content received especially high ratings* The two lowest ratings 
were for the two areas of study which dealt with the past* Similar 
items dealing with today* s conditions were included among the ei£^t 
highly rated items* 

The students indicated a high regard for idiat they learned 
during the six weeks of the program* The program apparently 
generated momentum after a relatively slow start* Responses 
indicated that returning to their own schools and friends did 
nothing to dampen the enthusiasm for Seminar *68 as a learning 
e:q)erience* 
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student attitude measures 



An attempt was made to measure the attitudes of Seminar *68 
participants toward people of varied racial^ religious > and 
economic backgr*ounds« They were asked to respond to their feel- 
ings about ten bipolar adjective pairs concerning each of ten 
groups of people* 

Extremes in mean perceptions are mentioned only for ratings less 
than k*0 or greater than or equal to 4«7« These extremes are given 
for information only; no conclusions may be drawn concerning the 
precise source or reason for these specific feelings* VRille 
evidence exists for certain changes having taken place > no six week 
seminar can be expected to be totally responsible for attitudes 
developed oyer many years* It is also impossible to determine the 
degree to which interactions with student representatives of each 
group helped shape the attitudes as compared with the structured 
program* No attempt was ever made to say that ratings for a group 
represent what a group actually ”is*’; all ratings refer to expressed 
feelings and attitudes about the group* 

Interpretations of the data concerning attitude changes must 
be limited because no evidence is available concerning how attitudes 
and feelings may have changed without involvement in Seminar * 68* 

No control group was available* No information is available con- 
cerning any shifts by any group in their feelings toward other 
groups* 

Composite ratings for different groups showed a very narrow 
range during any single administration* However^ differences 
appear for certain groups between administrations and for dif- 
ferent adjective pairs within groups* The majority of the ratings 
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for all groups were larger than 4*0 which was the point one-half way 
between the extremes. Changes in feelings will be reported in this 
section only if the net change is 0.3 or greater. (See Tables 9“18. ) 

All net con5)arisons are made from the initial response to the followup 

administration of the instrument by mail. 

After participation in Seminar »68, black people were perceived 
as being less friendly, less good, less strong, less fast, less help- 
ful, and more tolerant. Changes in attitudes and feelings were more 
negative toward black people than any other group. However, black 
people were always perceived as friendly, strong, and inferior. 

Perceptions of white people showed little change. Most com- 
parisons exhibited a slight negative change, but none were large. 

The total group pictured white people as intelligent, but intolerant. 

Measures of feelings and attitudes about yellow people were 
also very stable. The only reportable change was that they were 
marked as less good. As a whole, yellow people were seen as hard 
working, intelligent, friendly, helpful, and small. 

A similar lack of change was shown in feelings toward red people. 
No reportable changes in perception were noted. Red people were 
characterized as hard working. 

The most positive changes in attitudes toward religious groups 
occurred toward Jewish people. Largest changes indicated that Jewish 
people were considered more hard working and good. Overall characteri’- 
zation of this group was intelligent and hard working. 



o 
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Attitudes tsward Cathelic petple x*emaiiied stable except fer twe 
cenparlsons. Thsy were considered less good and less friendly 
afterwards. Catholic people were thought of as being helpful. 

Feelings about Protestant people were also very stable. No 
reportable changes occurred. Neither were there any extreme ratings. 

Attitudes concerning non-religious people generally showed a 
more positive trend. Non-religious people were considered more 
tolerant^ more friendly^ and harder working at the conclusion of 
the program. This group was generally considered to be ft*iendly, but 
weak^ slow, small^ and inferior. 

Responses concerning poor people showed only one reportable 
change. This group gained in the superior rating. They were 
classified as friendly^ hard working^ tolerant, and helpfhl. 

Attitudes concerning wealtlqr people were very diverse. Many 
characteristics received highly consistent ratings; others showed 
much change. Overall ratings were lower than for any other group. 

A positive change was measured towards the friendly dimension. 
Negative changes indicated that wealthy people were also considered 
less intelligent, strong, and superior. They were still rated high 
on the intelligent scale, but were considered unficiendly, weak, 
unhelpfta, and intolerant. 

The position is again noted that this data and discussion are 
presented as purely descriptive information concerning the per- 
ceptions of Seminar *68 participants. No definite link may be 
demonstrated between participation and changes. The reader is 
cautioned against concluding that any ratings indicate personal 
characteristics of the members of the rated groups who participated 
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in che seminar. 
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Addl-hiftna l student evaluatlQD.a 

Student responses to the additional questions asked at the time 
of the followup administration were gener2Jly very enthusiastic. 
Caution must be applied in this section^ as in the other follow- 
up results. Nearly one-third of those contacted by mail did 
not return the materials. It was not possible to determine how 
well those returning the questionnaires represented the total 
group. 

Composite results indicate an endorsement for Seminar *68. A 
majority thought that Seminar *68 was better than they orig ina l l y 
expected. Every questionnaire indicated that the respondent 
would recommend the seminar for his (her) friends. Many indicated 
they already had given this recommendation. 

More than of the responses stated that the single most 
valuable experience during the seminar was the opportunity to 
meet other people having different backgrounds and experiences. 

When asked to list the single least valuable experience, the most 
common response indicated that all activities had value. It was 
considered impossible and unfair to single out any one activity as 
having little value. 

Opened-ended comments (See Appendix D.) included suggestions for 
inproving the program. The three most common suggestions were; 

1) Get information to potential participants as 
early as possible. The amount of bime avail- 
ble to meet the deadline for /returning 
registration materials was too short this year. 

2) A good method of advertising the seminar would be 
to sponsor school assemblies for potential parti- 
cipants. Former students could be used to give 

a description of the meaning of involvement in 
the program. 




3) 



Have programs similar to Seminar *68 for parents. 
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In summary^ students thought very highly of their esqperlenees 
during the six weeks of Seminar *68* Their comments expressed 
the feeling that a similar program would be valuable to others* 
Evaluation by staff 

Staff members indicated that most activities contributed to 
the acccoplishment of the objectives of Seminar *68* While an 
admitted amount on non-objectivity must exist in these ratings^ 
responses indicated a general feeling of success* 

An examination and cooparison of the responses of staff members 
and students concerning the amount learned in the eight key areas 
shows a similarity of rating* Both groups rated areas of study 
concerning the past below contemporary considerations* Some 
disparity exists between staff and students for the early part 
of the sessiony but a remarkable similarity exists for the last 
rating by the staff* 



RECONMESIDATIONS 

This section deals only with recommendations which can be 
made from a careful examination of the data or from the writer's 
experience and knowledge of proper research procedures* No 
attenpt will be made to recommend changes in the content or methods 
used in the seminar* Basic decisions concerning objectives should 
be determined by the supervisiors and project staff* No data is 
available to conpare the effects of this curriculum with other 
possible courses of study* 
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Evaluation data indicate that less ma learned about some areas 
than others. However > it is not necessary to assume that this 
denotes a negative aspect of the seminar. The possibility exists 
that these are actually the proper proportions in order to achieve 
the objectives $ e.g. The amount learned about past relationships 
between dominant and minority groups is less than that learned 
about conteiq)orary relationships. Decisions concerning the 
proper relationships for accomplishing the objectives and the 
appropriateness of the objectives must be left to the project 
directors. 

^ similar interpretation must be given to the measures of 
attitude change. There were no right or wrong answers^ per se; 
supervisors must determine whether apparent changes are posi- 
tively related to the achievement of objectives. 

Concerning the measurement of attitude changes^ control groups 
must be established if changes are to be definitely attributed 
to a seminar of this type. Without a group for comparison it 
is in^osslble to determine idiich changes were motivated through 
the course and idiich ones were the result of community occurrences 
and items in the news during the time measured. 

In order for evaluation data to better assist in answering 
questions concerning the meeting of objectives^ course objectives 
must be given in behavioral terms or operationally defined. 

Planning and allocation of funds should take place at an 
early enough date so that a longer time is available to publicize 
the program. This strategy would allow more potential participants 
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to giro serious consideration to registering for the next seminar* 

In addition^ the possibilities should be explored for iji^lementing 
the student suggestions for publicizing the program. 

The Department of Educational Research and Program Assessment 
should be consulted bj the seminar staff as soon as possible after 
plans are made for the next program* The total design for the 
evaluation should be completed before the beginning of the program* 
Development of instruments should again take place jointly between 
project staff and Department of Educational Research and Program 
Assessment^ but more time is necessary for the development of the 
best possible instruments* 

The data demonstrate that Seminar *68 provided both intellectual 
and emotional stimuli for the participants* On this basis ^ Seminar 
*68 appears to have reached its objective of giving students 
from diverse backgrounds the opportunity to learn together about 
the patterns which constitute prejudice. 
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SEMINAR ’68 



NTJimber 



Indicate the amount you think you have learned during the last week about each of 
the following. 

ONLY A QUITE VERY 

NOTHING LITTLE A BIT MUCH 

1. Mental attitudes of dominant and 
minority groups to each other in 

the past . ■ . 

2. Mental attitudes of dominant and 
minority groups to each other 

today . 

3. Social relationships among dominant 

and minority groups ^ the past . 



1*. Social relationships among dominant 
and minority groups today . 



5. Beliefs, feelings, and actions which 
make up group prejudice. 

6. The variety of reactions of minorities 
to discrimination. 

7. Differences between what most people 
say and what they actually do. 

A* My o\m bolicfs or attitudes. 
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SEMINAB <68 






Staff Eyaluatien Form Date 



Ve weald like yoiu* opjjiions about the activities of the previous two 
weeks of Seminar *68« Please complete and return in the envelope 
provided* 

1* List the activities which occurred during the past two week period 
which you believe contributed toward accomplishing the objectives 
of Seminar *6S« 



[: 

I 

P 

I 

«• 



I 

r> 



2* List the activities which occurred during the past two week period 
which you feel may have had a negative effect or no effect toward 
acebmplishing the objectives of Seminar *6S« 

Negative effect No effect 
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3« a* Rate the affectlvenese of the staff planning seeelons. 



Extremely helpfhl Quite helpful Slightly helpfhl Not helpful 



b« Indicate anything which would have made the planning sessions 
fer the last two weeks mere helpful in obtaining the objectives 
Of Seminar *68. 
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Table 32 

EVALUATION OF STAFF 
PLANNING SCIONS 





Firet 

Two 

Weeks 


Middle 

Two 

We<^8 


Last 

Two 

Weeks 


Escbremely helplUl 


3 


2 


1 

3 


Quite helpful 


2 


2 


1 


subtly helpful 


0 


1 


1 


Net helpful 


0 


0 


1 
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SEHIRAB '68 



Nuiaber 



Indicate the amount you think you have learned (Consider the entire session 
of Seminar *^8) about each of the following: 



NOTHIHG 



ONLY A QUITE VERY 

LITTLE A BIT MUCH 



1. Mental attitudes of dominant and 
minority groups to each other in 
the past * 

2. Mental attitudes of dominant and 
minority groups to each other 
today * 

3. Social relationships among dominant 
and minority groups the past . 

k, Sociatl relationships among dominant 
and minority groups today . 

5. Beliefs » feelings, and actions which 
make up group prejudice. 



6. The variety of reactions of minorities 
to discrimination. 



7. Differences between what most people 
say and what they actually do. 



n My own b(pliefs or attitudes. 



10/68 

njm 










1* Was Seminar *68 lAat you «iq)ected it to be? Ye s 
If not, was Seminar *68 bette r or wors e ? 

Comments: 

2* Would you recommend Seminar *68 or a similar course to ^ur 
friends? Ye s N o 

Connents: 

3* What was the one most valuable experience to Seminar *68? 

4« Was was the cne least, valuable experience to Seminar *68? 




The following representative excerpts were taken from the comments 
given by the students on the mail followup* 

Comments are quoted with any grammatial or spelling errors left to 
their original form* 

Certain responses may not appear to be directly answering the ques** 
tion* However, comments are included to the place written by the 
students* 

1* Was Semtoar *68 what you expected it to be? 

^'Seminar *68 was the best class I ever attended* 

Most of the kids who attended agreed* The 
students, teachers, and programs were fantastic* 

I*ve found high school very ^sappototing and 
juvenile after Seminar *68.” 

"1 think that every possible effort should be 
made to totrest (sic) as many people as possible 
in this or similar programs*” 

”We all learned a lot from it though grading was 
not stressed* It was not hard to get to know 
everyone so the course included friendship*” 

”Being with other people, talking with pther 
people and discussing things with other people 
was just ^at I esgpected Seminar to be**' 






71 



"I expected It to be more formal ••• I think 
the program was hampered by the fact that 
some kids came only for ftin. Also^ more 
films would have been helpfal.” 

felt I learned what was needed to know 
about minority problems." 

"I didn't really know Just what to expect." 

"1 know now that I had never really woken 
up fyom a dyeam." 

"1 expected it to be a class far over my 
head^ but instead it closely involved and 
continues to involve me." 

"What 1 heard about the Seminar I idealized 
quite a bit^ which was not rights so I wa? 
a little disappointed in the beginning^ but 
as tine went on I realized my error and 
found that it was a fruitftO. experience.. •• 

The most inqportant thing I learned was to 
accept people for what they are and not 
what I think from first glance or some 
action at first." 

mrf 

"I learned about situations that I never 
thought bad occurred in our modem day 
society. ••• )}hy don't you have somisthing 
set up like this for parents as well as 
student (sic) because they need it. 

"It was an excellent experience that more 
kids should be subjected to." 

"1 think we should have been able to in- 
teract more socially." 

"1 feel that better books are available 
than the ones used." 

"The faculty was tremendous." 

"Seminar '68 fulfilled my expectations 
coaqplete (sic)." 

"I never learned so much in one summer 
before." 

"We could of really had a better turn out." 

"1 knew quite a bit about it beforehand 
and was sure I would enjoy it." 

2. Would you reecmmiend Seminar '68 or a similar course to your friends? 




"M(y friends^ as well as would not be 
exposed to such great cultural^ religious^ 
and ethnic differences otherwise." 
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**••• will help them as mach as it did me*** 

"They need it." 

"••• should be continued except on a larger 
basis. This program coold be a major force 
in the breakdown of prejudice." 

"••• possibly a representatiTe sent to the 
schools to explain the course." 

"I. would strongly recommend ... an eleotire 
course during the school year too. It is 
wgently needed." 

"Some of my friends need it badly along wiifh 
the parents." 

0 ) 

"... may I suggest that the forms be sent 
out earlier this year? .o. We^ the 
meniters of Seminar *68 should go to all 
the schools in the city> encouraging Juniors 
to attend the Seminar. ... Each member 
shoal.d make one speech at their own school 
and one at another school not represented 
last year. " 

"Put a course similar to Seminar *68 in 
each public high school." 

"Many of the kids I know don't know much 
about minority groups and city problems." 

"I learned that some Black people, are 
just as dumb and prejudice as some white 
(slc).» 

"I*d like to see a program like this for 
adults ... so that they could learn the 
facts and reasoning behind what they see." 

"I would recommend this program to my 
friends because it helps you to understand 
other people better and ... what we all 
need is more understanding." 

"I. already did." 

"I found that my friends are prejudice 
and they like to descrimination (sic)." 

3. Vhat was the one most valuable experience in Seminar ?68? 

"I'd have to say knowing the teachers 
was the most valuable experience." 




^Meeting the people and getting to know 
them.” 

”••• chance for a student to express his 
cun feelings^ thoughts and Tlewpolnt aa 
certain things*” 

"Getting to talk to Negroes nor own age* 

Up until this time I neyer talked with axqr 
Negroes because ay school and conmnnity 
is all white* I also acquired nany 
lasting friendships*" 

"I did not know people from nany other 
groups." 

"Meeting kids from the core and getting 
to know their side of view and ideas*" 

find it impossible to limit them down 
to the 'one* most important* I*m sorry*" 

"The whole coarse was rezy Taluable*" 

met black people and found that they 
weren't any. different than a white person*" 

"Through this I hare been able to accept 
people more for what they are and not 
what kind of clothes they wear*" 

"The infomality of our most marrelous teachers* 

The charisma they the Ingenious and 
fantastic way we could relate to them." 

"Actu2LLly> there was no one most Taluable 
experience. Being exposed was just such a 
go^ e]q)erienee for me I cannot begin to tell 
you*" 

4* Mhat was the one least Taluable ejqperience in Seminar <68? 

"I didn't hare one." 

"Can't think of one*" 

"I don't think there was one*" 

"*•* although we studied the rarious groups*** 
we newer really found an answer to what we 
can do now to help solwe these problems*" 

"Probably the exams^ for they serred no 
purpose. •*. other than a means to giTe you 
a grade." 
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don't think I had a least raluehle 
experience ••• I wish it .coold have been 
longer." 

"Filling oat the 'blue' paper*" (semantic 
differential form):* 

"All esq)eriences were raluable*" 

"I can't recall any situation ••• that was 
a waste of time*" 

"The children didn't want to talk about 
the things we did* They were lazy*" 



